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Attorney's Docket No : 07977-0 ] 7002 / US29GSC1D1 



IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFRCE 



Applicant : Shunpsi Vamazaki, ei aL 

Serial No. : 09/451,665 
Filed : November 30, 1999 



Art Unit : 2813 



Examiner : Laura Schi I linger 
Conf. No. : 9359 



Title : SEMICONDUCTOR. DEVICE AND MANUFACTURING ME THOD THEREOF 

Mail Stop Amendment 
Commissioner for Parents 
P.O. Box 1450 
A lexaudri a, VA 22? 1 3-1 450 

FKE-AFFEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 
Pursuant to United Suites Patent and Trademark Office OG Notices: 12 July 2005 ■ New 
Pre-Appeal Brief Conference Pilot Program, a request for a review of identified matters on 
appeal is hereby submitted with the Notice of Appeal. Review of these identified manors by a 
i n 1 o in itK ->i*.ieqit Kt. ctdiV'v, i v 'o^ 1 e^< k t e cL * ^no «-v> ji ,e 
without basis, in view of a clear legal or factual deficiency in the rejections. All rights to address 
additional matters on appeal in any subsequent appeal brief are hereby reserved. 

Claims 1.2, 4, 5, 7-13, 15, 16. IS-23, 25, 26, 28-34, 36, 37, 39-81 and S3 arc pending, 
Claims 12. 13, IS, 16, 18-23, 25, 26, 28-34, 36, 37 and 39-81 have beer; withdrawn, leaving 
claims L 2, 4, 5, 7-11 and S3 under consideration with claim i being independent. Claims 1, 2, 
4, 5 and 7-11 have been rejected as being anticipated by Farrcnkopf (U.S. Patent No. 5.889.315). 
Claims 7 and 1 1 have been rejected as being unpatentable over Farrenkopfm view of Takemura 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,403,762.}. 

Applicant specifically asks the panel to review the issues highlighted below. 



Applicant : Shuapei Yaniazaki, ei a? Attorney's Docket No.: 07977-017002 / US2968C1D1 

filed : November *l>, 1 930 
Page : 2 of a 

L Farrnekopf fails to describe or suggest forming a crystalline semiconductor film 
on as* srssHlatiag surface, as recited lis ci&im h 

Claim I recites a method of manufacturing a semiconductor device by forming a 
crystalline semiconductor film on an insulating surface, forming as~ insulating film on the 
crystalline semiconductor film, and introducing a dopant impurity into the crystalline 
semiconductor film through the insulating film by ion doping. The crystalline semiconductor 
1} mi then is annealed to repair lattice defects caused by the introduction of the dopant impurity, u 
gate ueouvde i<- toured over the nselaung "In. and a ch.ir.nel rojtoii is termed in the u^ped 
region of the crystalline semiconductor film. A peak of a concentration profile of the dopant 
impurity is located in the insulating film. 

The Fxaminer has asserted that Farmekopfs lower epitaxial layer 22 of Fig. 91.2, which 
the Examiner equates with the recited substrate, is formed on an insulating surface. However, 
this is not the case. Rather, ihc layer 22 is formed on a conductive substrate 20 having a 
resi&tivity of* 5-50 {typically 20} ohm-em. See Farrenkopfat col. 8. lines 20-31 . 

in response to this argument, the Examiner has noted that, at coi. 20, lines 50-60, and 
with reference to Fig. 9a, Fraankopf describes forming a layer 1 50 of silicon oxide along the top 
of substrate region 20. However, at col. 2i, lines 17-25, Farrenkopf states, with reference to Fig 
9c. that, the oxide layer 1 50 is removed and epitaxial layer 22 is then deposited. Accordingly, the 
epitaxial layer 22 (which the Examiner equates with the crystalline semiconductor film recited in 
claim 1} cannot be said to be formed on the oxide layer. Thus, since epitaxial layer 22 is formed 
directly on the conductive substrate 20, formation of the epitaxial layer 22 docs not constitute 
"forming a crystalline semiconductor film on an insulating surface.*" as recited in claim i, and 
the rejection should be withdrawn. 



Scrinl No ■ 09-45 ], 665 

Hted : November 30, 1999 



2 Pa v *>idkopf aKo fasb to discs "be os M3gge<*£ intsoihtcisg dopava isipurn s;nc 
th«.= eiWaliine "tmicoBdiiow** film suet* t^ai a p»?ak »i a c^m^tiH^aticn pr<af; 5 e otftK' eViaiH 

n ; n K Iocs* id m a.s fosiiUtmg film fonsseii oh tin cnbifiOtTie ^enssco.i! doctor isttss aad 
crur vihicU ? gate elect* oc*. s<= lonred, as aHo reeled H cVmn I. 

T>c .a nrei dv>ei %isat Fano'ika-p^ kacles utu-j! cy a J ;r ' m ' :s ii' ^ 
o\ re oS \»u the > wi iO' appt. is uni^i, 1 ia iJinc t v.i i/^o s .r l am 1 t va ir ■ 

000 ,\ \r<>. nis is oiircN-fuccr uno u n } su a -c -c i 'co J u to. ,Jr v * la..h rnc u oaLo. 
oau*.^ to-AC oneicrttA'a Lyu 22) \:o'<o\c>. n p.*»~it aiga.-e . the 
ec-jvtm.ai.on .raS „ ai *K .iapam sa'p.^av. ike f \am "K. ^krov\ieU«<N .a a. tl <. Popart i- re 
introduced into the saver 22. 

. 1 kv^o r th'^ tent, F\am »tt svif ^ .no So, ^vi ig 

seraoe $u .-to. ri\ iaaai, f h \ ^ow-xli * is > t,o *)c^u< -i\e biw' se tV 
iL ^s -ok^vanc 1 * . vo.-atro 'a^o-.o uu'J'.^ 

\<- fv^. u ('ojn'oovI "h n .ig. .ror. is ;o i.ie l jA cc. a\K nt-O0uL ^ ; 1 1 vpa» rv. Mrojik, 5 v\.s - % 
M i*, ^s.ae h S co^sr '.a.os ^uodikare a coa-an* i\*at- K* the rsula>na ."Ins s\c; .ha. a p> j j» >^ . 
c. i^enu f H i p o^Ie oi .l s c c ! . oau< s -Ta ss \«„aicl '.^ i^ 1 rsui.ury M.a, soc^ao n cicrr- 

1 \o ^ t» ar 1 .ki<'ie_^ - ncc s ^ toe l M - ee-p^.t th-o igr a jog.or f na + ro.s U-t. 
o> iv k- .6S U.vs .i^ ca-psuauv. s i ioa.i».\^ "ti^oue^ <>\ do >k 

Mo.stAri ^hc "^Jc ..>S c.oifvUo* s r.utethe ^ h A " -ol .o«i i cku- I sire, di 
,t eo h% rreu\or at col 22 I ne 2^. tho uvde ibS s -r-.ia\ed As s. J,. 1 o\ Uv 1 ^ 
S(„ sa <■ t^ nc as if-u.aiu t.o.i o'v.. ^nlugaecc^^e - 2>-mj J <s?il. t^.n^, n , 
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3. Taki-mura does aot rensedj the failure of Varrcnkepf to describe ur ^ug^e^t Else 
subject mutitr of the independent claims and Uu- rejection does noi assert others be. 

Talxir.jnj. vJsidi io uied as sko* ing the iNt- of diD^rane and srs.Adid.tiny a laser light 
loth. i\ ^<-tm)!V elm Tin dots not tdA ^ L ^ lb -woo* \>..c> JmlI\ 

the svierhon <}j\\5nns 7 and 1 1 also should be \\ ithdn.o.\ 

Picise applv an> cb^iget: oi credits !■"> deposit ccionn- 00- 
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